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gripped by the special interests of big 
banks, and they ruled in these con-
tracts that were developed. 

So I think that, you know, history 
will show that manufacturing didn’t 
have a high priority with these groups. 
When you see the emerging tech-
nologies, when you see the innovation, 
the American innovation, there were 
many small businesses that were con-
tinuing to grow, which could have pros-
pered with the appropriate treatment 
from Washington—policies, programs, 
resources—and that just didn’t happen. 
Then we saw the further relaxation of 
regulation with the financial services 
sector. 

So tools were being developed to in-
tentionally circumvent regulation, to 
relax regulation—perhaps avoiding an 
aggressive approach with drilling deep-
er in the Gulf States. All of this cre-
ated a failure that brought America’s 
economy to its knees, and it was all 
about partnerships with special inter-
ests—big companies, big industries— 
that really had a grip on what was hap-
pening here, and it has caused a lot of 
failure. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr. 
TONKO, I want to bring us back to the 
choice, to the choice of going in the di-
rection that we have been taking the 
country, which is a new direction to re-
invest in America, to make sure that 
we can create jobs here and not give 
tax breaks to companies that send jobs 
overseas, to reestablish statutory pay- 
as-you-go rules so that we can make 
sure we pay for the legislation we pass 
and so that we don’t spend more money 
than we take in. 

Let’s walk through some of the other 
bills that we have passed here to make 
sure we can focus on our own economy 
and can compare the record because, 
again, this is going to be about a 
choice that Americans are making. 

How about the Small Business Jobs 
and Credit Act? That was legislation 
that provided loans to small businesses 
and access to capital for small business 
start-ups to help support the economic 
recovery and to create jobs. Ninety- 
eight percent of Republicans voted 
against that legislation. 

How about the Small Business Jobs 
Tax Relief Act? That was a bill that 
provided tax incentives to spur invest-
ment in small businesses and that 
granted small businesses some tax pen-
alty relief. Ninety-seven percent of Re-
publicans voted against that legisla-
tion. 

How about the American Jobs and 
Closing Tax Loopholes Act? It is legis-
lation that would help create or save 
more than 1 million American jobs and 
prevent corporations from shipping 
jobs overseas and sticking American 
taxpayers with the bill. Eighty-three 
percent of Republicans voted against 
that legislation. 

There is the HIRE Act. That bill 
would give small businesses tax incen-
tives to hire jobless Americans. Be-
tween February and May of 2010, an es-
timated 4.5 million new workers were 

hired, making American businesses eli-
gible for up to $8.5 billion in tax exemp-
tions and credits under the HIRE Act. 
Ninety-seven percent of Republicans 
voted against that legislation. 

I could keep going. I mean, really, 
this is an unbelievably long list of job- 
creating legislation that we have 
passed, that we have put out here on 
the floor of this House. 

Mr. TONKO. Oh, absolutely. 
Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Over 95 

percent of Republicans voted against 
it. 

So we could continue to move in the 
direction in which we have been 
going—job creation, spurring the econ-
omy, investing in America—or we 
could backslide toward the Bush era 
and go back to the exact same agenda 
as they have committed to focusing on, 
but I’m not sure that I’ve met anybody 
who wants to go back to that agenda. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Right. I think 
what we are proposing and have been 
investing in is a pro-growth agenda for 
our country, and that is not as simple 
as cutting taxes for rich people and 
hoping and praying that they somehow 
will invest in the manufacturing in the 
U.S., you know, and in other invest-
ments in the U.S. 

We need to rebuild our infrastructure 
in this country—roads, bridges, 
waterlines, sewer lines, and combined 
sewer in all of our big cities. We’ve got 
to invest. That’s going to put people to 
work, and that’s going to rebuild our 
country. Our highways and our bridges, 
we’re going to invest in those. We’re 
going to rebuild our country, and 
that’s going to lead to economic devel-
opment and to economic growth. We’re 
going to invest in technology—green 
technology—and in National Institutes 
of Health biotechnology, which is ulti-
mately going to make us healthier and 
create more jobs. 

Those investments aren’t made by 
the private sector, and we need to 
make those investments which will di-
rectly put people back to work. So we 
want to go back to the philosophy we 
had in this country in the 1950s, in the 
1960s and a little bit in the 1970s, when 
we had balanced growth, a rising mid-
dle class, strong wage growth, and in-
creases in productivity. This is as op-
posed to what started in the 1980s, ex-
cept for the blip during the Clinton ad-
ministration, which was deregulation 
and letting the big dogs, as you said 
earlier—big insurance, Big Oil, big 
banks, and multinational corpora-
tions—come into Washington, D.C., and 
run this show, too. That doesn’t work 
for Main Street. 

Ultimately, I think, as difficult as 
these last couple of years have been, we 
have gotten to see the supply side eco-
nomic policy and what really happens 
once it is fully implemented. We saw 
the end result of that. 

b 2150 

Mr. TONKO. To my colleague from 
Florida and my colleague from Ohio, I 
would say this: I believe, the sense I 

get is that there’s a very thoughtful 
process now to provide the strong in-
centives to grow small business, to 
grow private sector jobs, done in a way 
that really shows respect, respect for 
the taxpayers’ dollar, and wanting to 
pull us out of this recession that was so 
deep and so long. And I think it’s hap-
pening. 

I know that the innovative genius 
will be inspired by the legislative route 
we’re taking, by the priorities we’re es-
tablishing, with the budget priorities 
that we have put into play. 

And it’s about growing jobs. It’s 
about giving people the chance again 
to feel the greatness of America, the 
greatness of America that allows us to 
know that we have it within our poten-
tial, we have it within our grasp. 

And I firmly believe that we will do 
our manufacturing, and our jobs will 
grow in the manufacturing sector be-
cause we do it smarter. We do it smart-
er. 

And, Representative WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, thank you for the oppor-
tunity to share with you and Rep-
resentative RYAN thoughts that I have 
and that we all share on how we’re 
going down the right course. 

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Thank 
you. And I look forward, as we go into 
the August recess, talking with our 
constituents about how we’ve begun to 
turn this economy around. 

I want to close out the last couple of 
seconds with the focus on tax cuts, re-
mind people that tax bills in 2009 were 
at their lowest level since 1950, and we 
look forward to continuing to work on 
that, striking that balance. 

And Mr. RYAN, we’ll turn it over to 
you to close us out. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. We’re going to 
continue to go down the road. We’re 
not going to turn back. We’ve had too 
much success. We’ve got a long way to 
go. 

f 

STUDENT LOANS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2009, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, it’s al-
ways an honor to be on this floor. But 
at times it gets very difficult hearing 
positions put as being mine which were 
not mine. 

I would like to point out, for exam-
ple, about student loans. I have student 
loans. We gave up—well, I won’t even 
get into that. The only asset my wife 
and I have left is our home so that we 
could have the honor of being public 
servants. 

We’ve got a lot of student loans, and 
I cannot imagine a worse scenario than 
having to come begging to an adminis-
tration that we already see punishes 
Republican States, Republican commu-
nities, and beg the administration for a 
student loan, because there is no one 
else that makes student loans besides 
the government. 
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There were people that fought a revo-

lution to avoid having the government, 
the King, make all the calls on who got 
to be educated, well-educated, that is, 
and who got to be property owners, 
who got to be well-to-do. They fought a 
revolution so that we would have the 
chance, the opportunity to at least suc-
ceed ourselves without having a gov-
ernment pick the winners and losers. 
That was the last thing they wanted. 

Patrick Henry talked about that. Is 
life so dear and peace so sweet that it 
can be purchased at the price of chains 
and slavery? Forbid it, Almighty God. 

They did not want the government to 
tell them what they could have and not 
have, what they could do and not do, 
who could have their children educated 
and who couldn’t. And we have grown 
into a government that tells everybody 
everything they have to do. 

And now, though some of us read 
those disastrous health care bills, oth-
ers are just now finding out the things 
we tried to warn about: that it was not 
about health care, it was about the 
GRE, the Government Running Every-
thing. 

So now we find out in the news what 
some of us already knew. Gee, people 
are surprised to find out the govern-
ment, under that disastrous health 
care bill, so-called, will keep 
everybody’s records. 

And then people were surprised to 
find out that the health care czar says 
we may require everyone to have a 
body mass index, so we know who all is 
fat in this country and who isn’t, who’s 
more fat than others. That’s the gov-
ernment’s business? It wasn’t after the 
revolution. 

They didn’t want the government to 
say who could eat what and who 
couldn’t eat this and that. My gra-
cious. They got upset over a tea tax. If 
they could only see what’s happened 
now. 

But, my friends are honorable people. 
So are they all, all honorable people. 
Come not to praise this country. Ap-
parently, we’re coming to bury it and 
to start with a new country where the 
government controls everything. 

Boy, Shakespeare could have a day 
with what’s going on now. 

The government, our friend the gov-
ernment, is going to tell us who gets 
health care. We tried to warn people 
that if this health care bill passed, it 
would mean rationing. It passes, signed 
into law, all kinds of joyous occasions, 
and then we find out the President puts 
in charge the ration king. It shouldn’t 
have surprised anybody. The President 
himself said to that dear lady at the 
White House, tea party precedent, 
whatever they tried to bill it as, when 
she said, what about my mother? She 
had a pacemaker put in, and she’s had 
all these additional years of really 
quality life. And the President ends up, 
after stammering around for a while 
saying, maybe we’d been better off to 
just tell your mom to take a pain pill. 
Those were his words. Maybe we’d have 
been better off telling her to take a 
pain pill. 

I don’t want the government to have 
that kind of power. Your mom lives, 
your mom dies. You live, you die. 

Was the revolution for nothing but 
200 years? 

And now we’ve left all personal re-
sponsibility. We don’t want personal 
responsibility. We’re going to let the 
government tell us who can have a col-
lege-educated child and who can’t. 

We’ve seen what happened under this 
majority with the African Americans 
who had come begging in this city say-
ing, please don’t end the voucher pro-
gram that was started under the Re-
publicans. We weren’t sure about it. 

One dear lady was talking about her 
children, how one had been brutalized, 
but others had been able to go to a 
good school, a private school because 
they got a voucher, and it allowed 
them the freedom to have their child as 
educated as any rich Democrat in this 
city. 

But apparently, as Clarence Thomas 
points out, and I can’t do his book jus-
tice, ‘‘My Grandfather’s Son,’’ he 
talked about being raised in a poor, 
poor African American community by 
loving grandparents who had very lit-
tle. And he talked about his grand-
father pointing out that some snakes, 
you don’t have to worry so much about 
because you see them. They make a big 
deal if they’re going to try to bite you 
from the front. But you have to worry 
about those that will sneak up on you, 
act like they’re no big deal, just kind 
of blend in, and all of a sudden they 
bite you. 

And that’s what he talks about, as I 
understood him to talk about this soft 
form of discrimination. You know, 
we’re going to help you. We’re going to 
provide for you. We’re going to take 
care of you. But don’t have a thought 
of your own because if you dare, as a 
minority, to have a thought of your 
own and try to rise above your cir-
cumstances on your own, we’re going 
to slap you down. And that, as he talks 
about in his book, is the kind of dis-
crimination that can hurt worse than 
any kind. 

The liberals who would talk to him, 
and you could tell they only wanted to 
talk about sports, or how he had been 
mistreated as a poor black growing up 
in America; whereas others, he began 
to notice, as a radical liberal himself, 
Clarence Thomas in the early days, bit-
ter about what he had been through, 
began to notice that conservatives 
would talk to him and wanted to know 
his opinion about a lot of different 
things, including politics. 

And he began to see that soft dis-
crimination from liberals. Yeah, we’ll 
help you. We’ll provide for you, but 
you’ve got to do what we tell you, be-
cause if you dare to have a thought of 
your own, if you dare to think for your-
self, if you dare to try to rise above 
your circumstances, we’ll slap you 
down. 

b 2200 
As he said during those hearings, it 

was an electronic lynching that he got. 

And what’s tragic through it all, 
when you go back and review his in-
credible school record, growing up with 
the poverty he did, the man had and 
has a brilliant intellect, but you 
wouldn’t know it from the liberals. 
They were out to slap him down. 

And here you have African American 
mothers coming to Congress saying, 
Please, don’t let the voucher program 
go. Allow us not to have our kids edu-
cated where they can be shot and be 
part of gangs, but where they can go 
and have a uniform and get a great 
education and end up being very 
wealthy or very powerful down the 
road, much like the President himself 
did. 

Why wouldn’t you want that for 
every child. Regardless of the race, 
creed, color, nationality, why wouldn’t 
you want that for the child? Give them 
a voucher. Let them chose what school 
they can go to so they don’t have to 
worry about their child being shot, 
killed, brutalized by gangs. 

You want to talk about what this 
majority did? They struck that pro-
gram down and condemned minorities 
in this city back to the poor schools 
from which they came. Don’t you dare 
try to rise above your circumstances. 
We want you back in the poor schools 
where you will have to rely totally on 
us. Why not let them reach their God- 
given potential? Slapping them down. 

And our friends across the aisle want 
to come in here and trash-mouth Re-
publicans because we had concerns 
about the government taking over all 
of the student loan business. Yes, I do, 
and I always will. The government gets 
to tell us who’s going to get a loan, 
whose child gets a college education? 
Yes, I’ve got a problem with that. 

One of our friends across the aisle 
says it’s like a car wobbling down the 
aisle or the street, he said. And people 
on our side of the aisle, he says, don’t 
even want to try to fix it. Well, guess 
who set it to wobbling? Our friends 
across the aisle. And guess what? I am 
so sick and tired about hearing all of 
this trash mouth of the last 2 years of 
the Bush Presidency and how terrible 
the last year of the Bush Presidency 
was and how bad the last 2 years of the 
Bush Presidency was, because guess 
who was in charge? It sure wasn’t 
George W. Bush. He was over there in 
the executive branch. But the Con-
stitution makes clear that the people 
who run the country will be the Con-
gress. That the President down at the 
other end of Pennsylvania Avenue, 
right down that way, he can’t appro-
priate one dime for any program. It has 
to come from the Congress. 

So what happened? Our friends across 
the aisle appropriately complained 
that during the Bush early years the 
Republicans got giddy and began 
spending too much, began to have a 
$160 billion annual deficit in their 
budget. And so our friends across the 
aisle said, Throw them out. Put us in. 
They’re overspending. We’ll fix things. 
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And so the voters appropriately said, 

Republicans, you have been over-
spending. We loved you in 1995, 1996, 
1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, when you, not 
President Clinton—he was in the office. 
He fought the Republican Congress 
kicking and screaming. But when they 
would have enough votes over here, he 
couldn’t stop them, vetoed a few 
things. When he couldn’t stop the Con-
gress, they had folks across the aisle 
that realized they wouldn’t get re-
elected if they didn’t vote for balanced 
budgets, then the Republican Congress 
brought President Clinton around. 

And that’s why I love the comment 
from my colleague across the aisle 
about the Clinton administration. He 
said, There were problems except for 
the blip during the Clinton administra-
tion. That’s right. There was 4 years of 
Democrat control in this House as they 
brought our financial situation closer 
and closer to the day we are now. And 
as my Democratic colleague pointed 
out, there was a blip during the Clinton 
administration after the Contract with 
America when Republicans took over, 
and they balanced the budget. The 
President can’t do that. This Congress 
has to do that. 

And what do we have to show this 
year? No budget. As one of our Demo-
cratic colleagues said back in 2006, If 
you can’t put together a budget, you 
can’t govern. This year, they didn’t put 
together a budget. So according to our 
Democratic friend, they cannot govern. 

I’m proud to be joined by my friend, 
Congresswoman VIRGINIA FOXX, and I’ll 
be proud to yield to her such time that 
she needs. 

Ms. FOXX. Thank you, Congressman 
GOHMERT. I wasn’t subjected to listen-
ing to the entire last hour, but I am re-
sponding to your email. 

We know for a long time that our col-
leagues who just preceded us have 
often been on the floor and made some 
really outrageous comments where 
they rewrite history and present things 
as facts that just can’t be backed up 
with facts. And in response to your 
plea to come share some of the truth 
telling with you, I’m glad to join you 
this evening. I did bring a few facts 
with me that I want to share. 

But I heard the last 5 minutes or so 
of our colleagues, and I was really as-
tounded at some of the words that they 
used, like their ‘‘pro-growth agenda’’ 
and how our tax-cutting policy was not 
paid for and how they did everything 
under PAYGO except very, very rare 
emergencies where they had to go out-
side of PAYGO and that we were so ir-
responsible that we would just not vote 
for the PAYGO bill. 

I find it really like the book ‘‘1984.’’ 
I would say to people, if you haven’t 
read the book ‘‘1984’’ or if you haven’t 
read it in a long time, take some time 
to read it, because what you’re seeing 
here from our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle is ‘‘1984’’ being played 
out in the year 2010. 

I do want to bring some facts to it, 
and I’m glad, Madam Speaker, that 

Congressman GOHMERT is explaining 
the fact that under the Clinton years, 
which we hear so much about and 
which I, on the Rules Committee, am 
often having to correct various chair-
men, such as the chairman of the Budg-
et Committee when he came to the 
Rules Committee who bragged about 
the surplus at the end of the Clinton 
years. And I asked him, well, who was 
in charge of the Congress the last 6 
years of President Clinton’s adminis-
tration? And he really didn’t want to 
have to say, but he had to finally 
admit it was Republicans. 

And then he talked about the terrible 
situation under the last 2 years of the 
Bush administration. I had to again 
say, Now, remind me again who was in 
charge of the Congress under the last 2 
years of the Bush administration. And 
of course it was our colleagues across 
the aisle, the Democrats. 

And we have to constantly remind 
them, as my colleague from Texas has 
done, that the President is not able to 
spend money. The President doesn’t set 
up the appropriations bills. It’s the 
House of Representatives that’s 
charged with that in the Constitution. 
The President can veto a bill, and the 
Congress can override the veto. 

But, you know, our colleagues across 
the aisle wouldn’t even put in an ap-
propriations bill in the last year of 
President Bush’s administration be-
cause they were afraid that President 
Bush would veto those bills, and they 
wouldn’t be able to override them. 

b 2210 

And they wouldn’t be able to override 
them because I agree with Mr. 
GOHMERT that Republicans did lose 
their way for a short period of time 
when President Bush was President 
and the Republicans were in control of 
Congress. They spent too much money. 
When I came here and Mr. GOHMERT 
came here in 2005, we brought that 
message from our districts and our col-
leagues from all across the country 
brought that message, and actually 
what a lot of people don’t know is that 
we actually cut spending in 2005 and 
2006, but we get absolutely no credit for 
it. 

Let me say, contrary to what our col-
leagues were saying, I did hear them 
talk about what the deficit was when 
President Bush left office. The little 
piece of fact that they left out was 
they were in charge of the Congress the 
last 2 years of Mr. Bush’s administra-
tion. When they took over the Congress 
in January 2007, the deficit happened to 
be $458 billion and was on a trajectory 
to go to zero again. That would have 
been wonderful. 

Now, let me say, that’s more of a def-
icit than I wanted to see, but it was not 
the trillion dollar deficit that they 
talk about which they created in the 
last 2 years of President Bush’s admin-
istration. At the end of 2008, the deficit 
was $1.4 trillion. In 2 years, the deficit 
quadrupled. It went from $458 billion to 
$1.4 trillion, the largest deficit ever. 

And what is it going to be this year? 
It’s going to be the largest deficit ever 
again and be even larger than the def-
icit that they created in 2008. 

My colleague was talking about the 
health care bill that passed with only 
one Republican voting for it in the 
House, and we’re all very proud of that. 
Republicans are very proud of the fact 
that we all voted against the health 
care bill the first time. The second 
time, no Republicans voted for it. And 
what does that health care bill do ex-
actly? It’s been extolled as such a vir-
tuous thing but it imposes $569 billion 
in new and higher taxes on businesses 
and individuals, and the cost for this 
health care overall bill jumps to more 
than $1.2 trillion. 

The American people are very con-
cerned about where these folks who are 
in control—I will not say anything 
about leadership on their side—but 
they’re in control, they’re in charge, 
and they are leading us down a path of 
ruin in this country. 

Mr. GOHMERT talked about the edu-
cation situation in Washington. Basi-
cally, the trend of these folks, the stu-
dent loans, what to do about education 
in Washington, the health care bill, ev-
erything that has been done by our col-
leagues across the aisle, Mr. Speaker, 
has been to put the government in con-
trol of our lives. Republicans don’t be-
lieve in that. That’s not an American 
ideal. We’re the freest country in the 
world. That’s what’s made us the great-
est country in the world over the years, 
and we will remain the greatest coun-
try in the world as soon as we can re-
place our colleagues across the aisle 
and put this government on a sound 
footing economically. 

What’s threatening our freedom is 
the control and the bills that have been 
passed that say government knows 
best. The government bureaucracy is 
what they believe in. We believe in the 
American people. We believe in govern-
ment of, by, and for the American peo-
ple, not government to control the 
American people. 

So we have to do something to stop 
this slide that is occurring, and I want 
to give just one little example, if my 
colleague from Texas would let me. 
There is a Web site called 
republicanwhip.house.gov which has 
many of these items on it, and I would 
invite people watching to go to this 
Web site. I’m just going to share with 
you something that our Republican 
whip has put out called Weekly Waste 
Watch; Week 52 is this one: 

‘‘$2 Million to Hire Goats (not people) 
and Fight Weeds. 

‘‘Benewah County, Idaho, recently 
received a $2 million Stimulus grant 
for weed control. Heyburn State Park, 
located within the county, will use a 
portion of the $2 million to fight weeds 
across Plummer Creek. Their solution? 
Renting 540 goats to graze on the 
weeds. 

‘‘The South African Boer goat is the 
‘latest weapon’ in Benewah County’s 
fight against invasive weeds. The goats 
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have already been put to work munch-
ing on weeds like knapweed, tansy, and 
St. John’s wort. Each goat eats about 
31⁄2 pounds of weeds per day and should 
be finished pruning the creek shoreline 
within the next 2 weeks.’’ 

Now, this is the cost of the dollar per 
goat per day, and with 2 weeks and the 
taxpayer expenditure on goat employ-
ment, it should come to roughly $7,560. 

‘‘Idaho’s unemployment rate is cur-
rently at 8.8 percent. While invasive 
weeds on State park land may be a 
problem, it is unclear how fighting 
their growth by employing 540 goats 
and two foreign herders’’—by the way, 
the herders are not Americans—‘‘will 
get Americans back to work.’’ 

This is the way they think you 
should spend money. They’re out of 
touch with reality. Most of them have 
never worked a job in their lives. Many 
of them have been in Washington 40- 
plus years. They have no idea what the 
average American is doing out there. 
They don’t go home. They won’t hold 
town hall meetings. They’re out of 
touch. And to provide this kind of 
money to take goats to eat weeds, 
when we have a 9.5 percent unemploy-
ment rate—it is probably closer to 16 
percent—is really a shame. 

I’d be embarrassed. I would be embar-
rassed if I had voted for that stimulus 
package. I’d be embarrassed if I’d voted 
for the health care bill. I’d be embar-
rassed if I’d voted for the bailouts of 
the automobile companies. I’d be em-
barrassed if I’d done any of the things 
that our colleagues across the aisle 
have done in the last 31⁄2 years, almost 
4 years that they’ve been in control 
while our economy has been going in 
the ditch. Talk about things going in 
the ditch. They’ve taken the economy 
in the ditch, and they’re totally out of 
touch with the American people. 

Mr. GOHMERT. If I could reclaim my 
time, going to the June employment 
numbers, I have an article here. I call 
him a friend. I hope he would. Mallory 
Factor had written an article entitled, 
‘‘The Truth About June Employment 
Numbers,’’ and Mallory talks about the 
spin that our friends across the aisle 
are creating, trying to make it sound 
great about the unemployment num-
bers. 

And as he says, ‘‘All this spin is sup-
posed to make us respond positively: 
‘Wow! Happy days are here again. The 
recovery must be really gaining 
steam.’ And we are supposed to con-
clude that maybe we don’t need to 
throw out the Democrats in the mid-
term elections after all.’’ 

Mallory goes on and says, ‘‘The June 
jobs numbers show unemployment fall-
ing .2 percent to 9.5 percent. 

b 2220 

This may sound, or this may seem, 
like an improvement until you realize 
that this decrease is almost all caused 
by an additional 611,000 Americans giv-
ing up on finding jobs last month. 
When people stop looking for work, un-
employment percentages go down even 

though the economy has not improved 
and may have even gotten worse.’’ 

He goes on and says, ‘‘Not only is un-
employment the lowest in the govern-
ment sector of all industry sectors in 
America, Federal civilian employees 
make a stunning 30 to 40 percent more 
in total compensation than similarly 
skilled private workers, according to 
the Heritage Foundation.’’ 

Now, further, he says, basically, at 
the end of 2007, ‘‘The Federal Govern-
ment’s civilian payroll has actually in-
creased by 240,000 to 2.2 million work-
ers, excluding Census and postal work-
ers.’’ 

We know last month, in June, there 
was all this hoop-de-do about 431,000 
new jobs; and that would ordinarily be 
fantastic, except that 411,000 of them 
were temporary Census workers. Any-
way, Mallory goes on and says, ‘‘This 
leaves a smaller private sector sup-
porting an ever larger public sector. 
And that can’t be good for the recov-
ery.’’ 

I yield to the gentlewoman. 
Ms. FOXX. Well, I happen to have 

here a piece put out by the Joint Eco-
nomic Committee. This is a committee 
made up of Democrats and Repub-
licans, and I am sorry I don’t have a 
chart to show it. I know there is one 
somewhere around here, but there is a 
figure here that Federal Government 
jobs from February 2009, when Presi-
dent Obama became President, to June 
2010, the number of jobs in the Federal 
Government increased by 405,000. The 
number of private sector jobs decreased 
by 3,261. 

When the stimulus package was 
passed, Dr. Christina Romer, who is his 
economic adviser, chief economic ad-
viser, promised that the unemployment 
rate would not go above 8 percent and 
that a tremendous number of private 
sector jobs would be created. 

I do have this, and I want to try to 
show it if I can here, it shows that 
under a fully controlled Republican 
government, Federal Government, that 
is with Republicans in charge of Con-
gress and a Republican President, 
6,690,000 million jobs were created. 
Under a fully Democrat-controlled 
Congress, we have lost 6,403,000 jobs. 

You know, again, facts are stubborn 
things. These are coming from the 
Obama administration’s own Labor De-
partment. And what caused this to 
happen? It’s cutting taxes and letting 
the American people keep more of the 
money they have earned. 

Our colleagues across the aisle be-
lieve that the money, all the money in 
the economy belongs to the govern-
ment; and that if you have a tax cut, it 
is the government giving something to 
the citizens. The government does cre-
ate money in the sense it prints 
money. However, the government 
doesn’t create wealth. The government 
destroys wealth. 

Regulations and government spend-
ing destroy wealth. It’s only when you 
allow the American people to keep 
their money do you see job growth, and 

we are talking about the lapsing of tax 
cuts that were passed in 2001, 2003, oc-
curring January 1; and those tax in-
creases are going to hit every Amer-
ican. They keep saying, oh, it’s only 
going to hit the wealthiest; they are 
going to hit every American. It’s going 
to destroy even more jobs. 

And as you have pointed out, and our 
friend TOM MCCLINTOCK from California 
does so eloquently, he points out the 
similarities between what’s happening 
now with this Democratic administra-
tion and what happened under Frank-
lin Roosevelt in the Depression, how 
these policies made the Depression 
worse. What they are doing at every 
stage is making things worse. 

Mr. GOHMERT. I appreciate the 
point of the gentlewoman. 

I would submit that it appeared that 
after the Republicans not only had 
Congress, as they took over in January 
of 2005, but then also had the White 
House beginning January of 2001, that 
there apparently is a giddiness from 
controlling both Houses of Congress 
and the White House. Because when 
there was a Democratic President, Bill 
Clinton, the economy was going to 
Hades in a hand basket, and that’s 
when the Republicans took the major-
ity, November in 1994. 

So Republicans took over, and they 
fought tooth and nail against the Clin-
ton administration. They succeeded, 
despite the best efforts of the Clinton 
administration, in balancing the budg-
et and bringing us to the point where 
things were balanced despite the Presi-
dent’s desire to spend out of control. 

But then once the White House was 
obtained, January 2001, the Republican 
Congress quit being as diligent. It was 
as if the Republicans did not want to 
tell the President ‘‘no.’’ From the 
other standpoint, the Bush administra-
tion didn’t want to say ‘‘no’’ to Demo-
crats or Republicans so there were no 
vetoes for, I think, at least 6 years or 
more of President Bush’s two terms. 

But what we have seen since our 
friends across the aisle had the House, 
the Senate and the White House, is gid-
diness, dizziness beyond anything any-
body could have ever have imagined. 
Where we got beat up where it was $160 
billion deficit in a year, our friends 
think nothing of having 10 times that 
deficit in a year. 

I am just shocked because I remem-
ber so vividly people on the other side 
of the aisle complaining, appropriately, 
about not having a balanced budget, 
that I am shocked that they could 
stand up and act like they haven’t cre-
ated the biggest deficits in American 
history in a year and a half, and going 
back the 2 years before that. It shocked 
me that once our friends across the 
aisle took the majority November of 
2006, that their runaway budgets and 
deficits were far more than anything 
we had done in our first 2 years here in 
2005 and 2006, and I am talking about 
my friend, Ms. FOXX, having both been 
elected in 2004. 

So I don’t want to return to the same 
overspending from 2001 through 2006, 
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but I absolutely know we have got to 
stop the craziness from the last 31⁄2 
years of spending with our Democrat 
friends in charge. I would just have to 
submit, with the runaway spending, 
and the damage that was done to our 
energy programs, beginning in 2007 and 
2008, as the Democrats took control, to 
our economy, to our private sector, the 
additional requirements that were 
rammed down from this Congress down 
the private sector’s throat, when they 
took over in January of 2007 and, again, 
in 2008, that I would submit to you that 
either our Democratic friends who took 
the majority in January of 2007 need to 
stand up and take credit for what they 
did in 2007 and 2008, or they need to 
admit that they were the most incom-
petent Congress in the history of the 
country. 

Because you can’t have it any way 
but one of those two ways. Either you 
intentionally cause what you did in 
2007 and 2008, or you were just so in-
competent you need to be put out of 
your misery, let out of the majority, so 
that we can go on and try to straighten 
things up. 

b 2230 

But to sit here, and having heard 
friends across the aisle say, gee—and I 
believe this is the quote—Republicans 
don’t want to reduce dependency on 
foreign oil, it just flies all over me. 
How could anybody have ears and 
think that. All the people I know on 
this side of the aisle want to end de-
pendency on foreign oil. We want to 
end dependency on our enemies. 

And let me just add, I’m tired of pay-
ing our enemies, not only through oil 
purchases—heck, the New England area 
just made a 20-year contract this year 
with Yemen to provide liquefied nat-
ural gas that will come rolling up in 
Boston Harbor. And they’re hoping— 
and I imagine there are a few people 
praying—that there will not be a stow-
away from Yemen, one of those terror-
ists that they were able to get released 
from Guantanamo that went back to 
terrorism in Yemen. They’re hoping 
they won’t be onboard that ship to 
blow it up and take half the city with 
it. 

Now, that does not make sense. I 
want to end any dependency on foreign 
oil because I know, having been a mem-
ber of the military, having had years of 
military history, having been in the 
military 4 years, I know if you cannot 
produce, as a country, everything you 
need in war, and especially energy, you 
can’t win a serious war, you can’t. 

Some people are not aware of how 
dangerous the Battle of the Bulge was 
at the end of World War II. Some think 
it was all over. That was not true. 
Many historians believe, and there is 
evidence to support it, that if the Ger-
mans had had enough gasoline, the 
Battle of the Bulge, the bulge that was 
being pushed to the west through the 
American front—good old Montgomery 
said, I’ve got the back back here. I’ll 
stay in the rear in case they break 

through. It would have been too late if 
they had gotten Montgomery, but they 
ran out of gas. 

My personal belief, those incidences 
when the German Army got so close to 
American supplies of gasoline and 
through different flukes did not go 
ahead and take the supply depots I 
think were acts of God. As a result, 
they didn’t have the gasoline they 
needed. Patton was able to move in, 
others were able to move in, and they 
stopped the bulge. But the intent was 
working to drive Americans back to 
the Atlantic Ocean, and they ran out of 
gasoline. 

Now we’re to the point where we are 
so dependent on foreign oil, if we had a 
major war we had to win, we would 
need steel. We would need energy, gaso-
line, things to power our jets, the abil-
ity to make jets like we used to. You 
would need wood products. You would 
be amazed at how much the military 
requires in the way of wood product. 
But all of those things you need to 
produce yourself—the plastics, all 
those things—in order to sustain an at-
tack against your own soil, and we’re 
not in a very good position right now. 

It also was so infuriating to hear a 
colleague across the aisle say Repub-
licans are constantly voting against ef-
forts to build back manufacturing jobs 
in this country. I know that so many of 
my friends across the aisle never met a 
tax they didn’t like, but some of us, in 
a bipartisan group, went across to 
China some years back, and one of the 
purposes was to talk to manufacturers 
about, Why did you pick up your indus-
try and move it to China? I figured, in 
advance, the number one answer we 
would probably get was the labor was 
so much cheaper, you don’t have to 
deal with labor unions, that kind of 
thing. That was an attraction, as was 
fewer regulations, but the number one 
reason we heard why whole industries 
left, took manufacturing jobs from the 
United States and went to China, was 
how much cheaper the corporate tax 
was, less than half of what we have 
here. 

I talked to major injuries—indus-
tries—they have been injured—about 
what would happen if we cut our cor-
porate tax down to 17 percent like 
China. I’ve heard repeatedly, We would 
be back in America in no time. And 
yet, what do our friends across the 
aisle talk about? Let’s heap more and 
more and more tax on these mean, 
nasty corporations. There are corpora-
tions like BP who have done wrong and 
deserve to suffer the consequences, but 
corporations provide jobs, small busi-
nesses provide jobs. 

Small businesses, so many of them 
are subchapter S corporations, and yet 
we hear from both the majority and 
from the President that they want to 
hammer those people with higher 
taxes. Those are the people that create 
the jobs. And the insidious thing about 
corporate tax—apparently it’s a secret 
that the other side does not want peo-
ple to know—is no corporation stays in 

business if they cannot pass that cor-
porate tax onto their customers or cli-
ents, no corporation. So it’s an insid-
ious tax because it’s paid by the folks 
we’re trying to help, who are the work-
ing folks, the working poor in America 
who are getting those prices heaped 
higher and higher on them. And they’re 
told, Oh, don’t worry, we’ll make the 
corporations pay. And the corpora-
tions, to stay in business, have to keep 
passing it down to those poor folks 
that can’t pay anymore. 

And so in talking to folks, some peo-
ple across the aisle say let’s erect trade 
barriers, and yet that would trigger so 
many problems internationally in 
trade, so many punitive measures 
against the United States, when what 
we could do is eliminate corporate 
taxes, and nobody in the world could 
compete with how cheap our prices 
would be produced. That would explode 
the economy upward. And as Art 
Laffer, Ronald Reagan’s economic ad-
visor—boy, I sure wish he were advis-
ing this President. As he pointed out, 
you can only increase the percentage of 
taxes so far, and each increase, to a 
certain extent, will increase the reve-
nues in the Federal Treasury. But if 
you increase it too far, then you start 
hurting the economy, which then, in 
turn, starts decreasing the revenues 
into the Federal Treasury. 

So if you want to maximize the tax 
dollars coming into the government so 
our friends across the aisle can con-
tinue to buy safe havens in China for 
rare dogs and cats, continue to buy 
safe havens for cranes in foreign coun-
tries, continue to pay billions to Paki-
stan so they can turn around and re-
ward the Taliban that we had pretty 
much defeated but they’re on the rise 
again, if we want to keep paying en-
emies of our friends, like the enemies 
of Israel, all this money, then we need 
to have higher revenues by the Federal 
Treasury. And that’s going to require 
not raising taxes—we’re too high al-
ready—but lowering. 

And I know this is going to offend 
some of my friends across the aisle, but 
you’re going to have to lower taxes on 
the people that are actually paying 
them. I know that’s an affront to some 
people. They think, well, the people 
that are paying taxes must be wealthy 
or they wouldn’t be paying taxes, so 
they should not be entitled to tax cuts. 
We should give the tax cuts to people 
that aren’t paying them. So I know it’s 
serious. I know it’s an affront to some 
of my friends, but you have to lower 
taxes on the people paying the taxes or 
the tax cuts don’t explode the economy 
and create new jobs. 

I yield to my friend, Ms. FOXX. 
Ms. FOXX. Well, I want to give a lit-

tle statistic from the Small Business 
Committee, which has put out a packet 
of material that I think is very useful. 

Since January of 2009, President 
Obama and Congressional Democrats 
have enacted into law gross tax in-
creases totaling more than $670 billion, 
or more than $2,100 for every man, 
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woman and child in the United States. 
The list of tax increases includes at 
least 14 violations of the President’s 
pledge not to raise taxes on Americans 
earning less than $200,000 for singles 
and $250,000 for married couples. 

b 2240 

To back up what you were saying, ac-
cording to the Congressional Budget 
Office, the nonpartisan Congressional 
Budget Office, if we could have a full 
repeal of the death tax, we could create 
1.5 million jobs and increase small 
business investment capital by more 
than $1.6 trillion each year. 

Now, you’re talking about the fact 
that, again, our colleagues across the 
aisle don’t really understand that peo-
ple don’t have to be wealthy to be pay-
ing these high taxes, and we know that, 
if they allow the tax cuts from 2001, 
2003 to expire, it is going to be the larg-
est tax increase in the history of this 
country, and that is where we are going 
to hurt the economy tremendously be-
cause of that, and these are the people 
actually paying taxes, as you said. 

The President wants to say he gave a 
tax cut to 95 percent of the American 
people. Well, it wasn’t a cut. It was a 
little rebate, as I recall, and the tax 
rates were not cut at all. But people 
can be persuaded to think that they 
were given a tax cut when it was only 
a rebate, and it is their money to begin 
with. It also went to people who paid 
no taxes, as you said, and had no tax li-
ability, and we have things that actu-
ally give people more money back than 
they have actually paid in taxes. 

Where is that coming from? From the 
people who pay the taxes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. If I could reclaim my 
time on that point, apparently, my 
friends across the aisle do not want to 
recall, but the truth is that the rebate 
that was $40 billion of the stimulus 
package, of the Democratic Congress 
stimulus package of January 2008, 
which I did not support and was totally 
against. It was $40 billion out of $160 
billion, and it was going as so-called 
‘‘rebates’’ to people who didn’t pay any 
taxes. 

Yes, President Bush was in office, but 
the Democratic majority in the House 
and Senate passed that stimulus bill 
with my fussing about it and com-
plaining about it. In fact, after Presi-
dent Bush’s State of the Union Ad-
dress, he was coming up the aisle over 
here, and I asked him a question. I 
didn’t realize the microphone was pick-
ing my question up, but I asked: 

By the way, Mr. President, how do 
you give a rebate to people who didn’t 
put any ‘‘bate’’ in? 

The question still stands. How do you 
give a rebate to somebody who didn’t 
put something in to begin with? It’s 
not a rebate. It’s a giveaway. You are 
redistributing wealth from people who 
have worked hard, who have earned it 
and who have paid taxes on it so that 
people here in our majority party could 
give it away to others who they wanted 
to give it to. 

That does not encourage job growth. 
It does something that encouraged me 
to leave the bench and run for Con-
gress, and that is because this Congress 
was incentivizing people to never 
achieve their God-given potential, and 
Congress should never be in that busi-
ness. We should incentivize people to 
do their best and to become all they 
can be. 

I know my friend Ms. FOXX, having 
been president of a university, has 
spent a lifetime working to try to help 
people reach their potential. That’s 
what we all ought to be doing. You 
know, when you have 30, 40 percent of 
high school students dropping out and 
never finishing high school, those kids 
are going to be condemned to never 
reaching the potential that they have. 

Why wouldn’t you want to give 
vouchers to kids and say, ‘‘Go get the 
very best education you can possibly 
get’’? 

‘‘We don’t care how poor the neigh-
borhood is that you’re growing up in. If 
you want to go where the rich Demo-
crats’ children go to school, here is a 
voucher. Go there. Get as good an edu-
cation as they have. Don’t let people 
try to push you down as they did Clar-
ence Thomas when he was growing up. 
Let’s help you reach your God-given 
potential. Go where you can get the 
best education.’’ 

What happens when you do that? 
Schools know they’ve got to get bet-

ter because, if they don’t get better, no 
one is going to choose to go to their 
schools. So they have to be more picky 
about the teachers they hire. They 
have to be really good teachers or no-
body is going to want to have those 
teachers. That’s kind of the American 
way, and that is kind of the way Amer-
ica became the greatest nation in the 
history of the world. We are in danger 
of losing that. It is a dangerous time. 

My friends across the aisle have con-
tinued to say that Republicans hope 
President Obama fails. I hope President 
Obama succeeds. I would love it if he 
became the most successful President 
in helping people reach the great 
American dream of any President in 
our history, but if he continues to try 
to have the government take over all 
of the private sector, if he continues to 
take over health care so that his czar, 
who is unaccountable to the Congress, 
can tell people which person lives and 
which person dies, I sure don’t want 
that to succeed. I want him to succeed 
as a great President. 

There are the words of George Wash-
ington when he resigned his commis-
sion. It was the only time in history 
anybody has ever led a revolution as 
the head of the military, has ever won 
the revolution as the head of the mili-
tary, and has resigned and gone home. 
He sent this beautiful resignation let-
ter. 

In it, at the end, he says, ‘‘I now 
make it my earnest prayer that God 
would have you and the state over 
which you preside in his holy protec-
tion.’’ 

He goes down toward the end and 
says, in talking about God, ‘‘And fi-
nally, that He would most graciously 
be pleased to dispose us all to do jus-
tice, to love mercy and to demean our-
selves with that charity, humility, and 
specific temper of mind which were the 
characteristics of the Divine Author of 
our blessed religion, and without a 
humble imitation of whose example in 
these things we can never hope to be a 
happy nation.’’ 

George Washington says, if President 
Obama wants to have a happy nation, 
he needs to inspire this nation to have 
the characteristics of the ‘‘Divine Au-
thor’’ of our blessed religion and with-
out a humble imitation of whose exam-
ple in these things we can never hope 
to be a happy nation. 

We are in trouble. We are in big trou-
ble in this country, and it does not help 
when the government takes over 
health care. 

There is an article here, dated July 
24, in the New York Times: ‘‘Britain 
Plans to Decentralize Health Care.’’ It 
talks about the aim now is clear ‘‘to 
shift control of England’s $160 billion 
annual health budget from a central-
ized bureaucracy to doctors at the 
local level.’’ 

Do you want to talk about Repub-
licans not being in support of edu-
cation? I am not in support of this edu-
cational bureaucracy. Think about 
what individual school districts in 
America could do if you took the bil-
lions of dollars that this Education De-
partment has lavished on itself over 
the years and if you put that money to 
work hiring good teachers, not admin-
istrators who are simply going to have 
to respond to all of the bureaucratic 
redtape put out by the Federal Govern-
ment, which requires bureaucratic red-
tape and bureaucratic jobs in each 
State capital, which require bureau-
cratic redtape and new administrators 
in every school district. 

It is time for the madness to stop. It 
is time to put the money where it will 
do the most good and to quit spending 
the rest of it. 

I have a bill, the U.N. Voting Ac-
countability bill, that I will bring to 
the floor with a discharge petition in 
September, when we come back. I am 
hoping my friends on the other side of 
the aisle, as well as friends on this side 
of the aisle, will sign on. It is very sim-
ple. It will end what has happened as to 
our apparently having given, according 
to the recent reports, billions of dollars 
to Pakistan, billions of dollars which 
have found their way into helping the 
people who are killing American sol-
diers. 

b 2250 
We’re paying people indirectly to kill 

American soldiers. As I’ve said repeat-
edly, you don’t have to pay people to 
hate you. They’ll do it for free. 

My U.N. Voting Accountability Act 
says any nation that votes against the 
U.S. position on a contested vote more 
than half the time will receive no fi-
nancial assistance from the United 
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States the following year. Very simple. 
It eliminates those problems, because 
Pakistan’s made very clear in the U.N. 
they’re going to fight us and oppose ev-
erything we believe and hold dear. 

I don’t hope President Obama fails. I 
hope he will reach the stage of enlight-
enment that will allow him to see that 
every government that’s tried these so-
cialized efforts to take over car indus-
tries, manufacturing, banking, health 
care, always results in failure. 

And it’s time to get back to what 
George Washington described as the 
characteristic of the divine author of 
our blessed religion, without a humble 
imitation of whose example in these 
things we can never hope to be a happy 
nation. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab-

sence was granted to: 

Mr. POE of Texas (at the request of 
Mr. BOEHNER) for today until 5 p.m. on 
account of attending the signing cere-
mony of the Cruise Vessel Security and 
Safety Act at the White House. 

f 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis-
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re-
quest of Mr. BOCCIERI) to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous material:) 

Mr. QUIGLEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. WOOLSEY, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DEFAZIO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. KAPTUR, for 5 minutes, today. 

f 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Lorraine C. Miller, Clerk of the 

House, reported and found truly en-

rolled bills of the House of the fol-
lowing titles, which were thereupon 
signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 725. An act to protect Indian arts and 
crafts through the improvement of applica-
ble criminal proceedings, and for other pur-
poses. 

H.R. 4684. An act to require the Secretary 
of the Treasury to strike medals in com-
memoration of the 10th anniversary of the 
September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks on the 
United States and the establishment of the 
National September 11 Memorial and Mu-
seum at the World Trade Center. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. GOHMERT. Madam Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 10 o’clock and 50 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to-
morrow, Wednesday, July 28, 2010, at 10 
a.m. 

h 
BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF PAYGO 

LEGISLATION 
Pursuant to Public Law 111–139, Mr. SPRATT hereby submits. prior to the vote on passage, the attached estimate of 

the costs of the bill H.R. 2780, the Federal Restricted Buildings and Grounds Improvement Act, as amended, for printing 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

CBO ESTIMATE OF THE STATUTORY PAY-AS-YOU-GO EFFECTS FOR H.R. 2780, THE FEDERAL RESTRICTED BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS IMPROVEMENT ACT OF 2010 WITH AN 
AMENDMENT PROVIDED TO CBO ON JULY 24, 2010 

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars— 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2010– 
2015 

2010– 
2020 

Net Increase or Decrease (¥) in the Deficit 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Impact ...................................................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

H.R. 2780 would modify the current laws that prohibit access to certain federal property. Thus, the government might be able to pursue cases that it otherwise would not be able to prosecute. Because those prosecuted and convicted 
under H.R. 2780 could be subject to criminal fines, the federal government might collect additional amounts if the legislation is enacted. Criminal fines are recorded as revenues, deposited in the Crime Victims Fund, and later spent. CBO 
estimates that any additional revenues and direct spending would not be significant because of the small number of cases likely to be affected. 

Pursuant to Public Law 111–139, Mr. SPRATT hereby submits, prior to the vote on passage, the attached estimate of 
the costs of the bill H.R. 5138, the International Megan’s Law of 2010, as amended, for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

ESTIMATE OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO EFFECTS FOR H.R. 5138, AS AMENDED 

By fiscal year in millions of dollars— 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2010– 
2015 

2010– 
2020 

Net Increase or Decrease (-) in the Deficit 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Impact ...................................................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Note: H.R. 5138 would authorize jurisdictions to collect fees from sex offenders who provide notice of international travel and would impose new criminal penalties on certain sex offenders. CBO expects those penalties and fees would 
total less than $500,000 each year and would be spent in the same year in which they are collected. CBO estimates the direct spending and revenue effects of H.R. 5138 would not be significant over the 2010–2015 period or the 2010– 
2020 period. 

Pursuant to Public Law 111–139, Mr. SPRATT hereby submits, prior to the vote on passage, the attached estimate of 
the costs of the bill H.R. 5143, the National Criminal Justice Commission Act of 2010, as amended, for printing in the CON-
GRESSIONAL RECORD. 

CBO ESTIMATE OF PAY-AS-YOU-GO EFFECTS FOR H.R. 5143, THE NATIONAL CRIMINAL JUSTICE COMMISSION ACT OF 2010, WITH AN AMENDMENT PROVIDED BY THE HOUSE 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET ON JULY 27, 2010 

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars— 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2010– 
2015 

2010– 
2020 

Net Increase or Decrease (¥) in the Deficit 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Impact 1a .................................................................................................................. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

a H.R. 5143 would establish the National Criminal Justice Commission to review the criminal justice system in the United States. Because the legislation would authorize the commission to accept and spend gifts, enacting the legisla-
tion could have a negligible impact on offsetting receipts and associated direct spending. 

Pursuant to Public Law 111–139, Mr. SPRATT hereby submits, prior to the vote on passage, the attached estimate of 
the costs of the bill H.R. 5281, the Removal Clarification Act of 2010, as amended, for printing in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

CBO ESTIMATE OF THE STATUTORY PAY-AS-YOU-GO EFFECTS FOR H.R. 5281, THE REMOVAL CLARIFICATION ACT OF 2010, WITH AN AMENDMENT PROVIDED TO CBO ON JULY 24, 
2010 

By fiscal year, in millions of dollars— 

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2010– 
2015 

2010– 
2020 

Net Increase or Decrease (¥) in the Deficit 
Statutory Pay-As-You-Go Impact ...................................................................................................................... 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

H.R. 5281 would clarify when certain litigation is moved to federal courts. This legislation would affect a small number of federal court cases, and CBO estimates that it would have no significant effect on direct spending by the fed-
eral court system. 
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